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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Civil Division 



SHOLAODEYALE, 
2818 Sixth Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20017 



Plaintiff, 

V. 



ARAMARK FACE^ITY SERVICES, INC., 

Regist^ed Agent: 
CT Corporation 
lOlSIS-^St^NW 
Suite ICK)0 
Washington, DC 20005 

Defendant. 



CIVIL ACTION NO. 



Oa-0008081 



PLAINTIFF DEMANDS 
HIS TRIAL BY JURY 



COMPLATNT 






RECEiVEO 

CIVIL aEfucsomcE 

' OCT 6200$; j 

SU.^aR*?^ •OUHT" 

OF THE DISTRICT Of- COlUMmA 

WASHfNGTOS^.DC 



District of Columbia Human RightsXct 

(Race Discrimination/Retaliation) 

and 

District of Columbia Wage Payment and CoUection Act 

(Unlawful Holding of Wages Earned) 

Assault 

and 

Battery 

and 

Breach of Contract 



I. INTRODUCTION 

i. Plaintiff Odeyale was employed by Defendant Aramark Facility Services. Inc. (hereinafter 
"Aramark" or "Defendant") in October 2004 in accordance with an agreement between 
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Defendant and the Washington Convention Centra- Authority (hereinafter WCCA), Plaintiffs 
fotm^ employer, which provided, in relevant part, that Defendant would provide janitorial and 
housekeeping services at the B.C. Convention Center and, b^use he was employed formerly by 
the WCCA, would employ Plaintiff in a position comparable to his position as a Building 
Services Supervisor which he held while anployed by the WCCA for a period of at least six 
months pursuant to the District of Columbia's Privatization and Procurement and Contract 
Procedures Act. 

Plaintiff Odeyale alleges that Defendant Aramaric did not provide him the employm^t he 
was due and tmninated his employment because of unlawful racial discrimination and/or 
retaliation. Plaintiff Odeyale also alleges that Defendant's termination of his employment 
constituted a breach of contract and violated the District of Columbia's Privatization and 
Procurement and Contract Procedures Act that required Defendant to provide such employees 
employment for no less than six months. Furth^ore, Plaintiff alleges that because Defendant 
Aramark failed/refused to pay Pimntiff wages due him upon his termination. Defendant Aramark 
violate also the District of Columbia's Wage Payment and Collection Act. 

11. JURISBICTION 

2. Jurisdiction over this matter is proper pursuant to the District of Columbia Human 
Rights Act. D.C. Code §2-1403.16, and the District of Columbia Wage Payment and Collection 
Law, D.C. Code §13-1308. 

in. THE PARTIES 

3. Defendant Aramark Facilities Services, Inc. is a District of Columbia corporation 
in the business of providing commercial janitorial and housekeeping services to, among others. 
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the WCCA. 

4. On/about August 6, 2004 Defendant Amnark entered into a five year contract 
with the WCCA whereby Defendant Aramark agr^ to provide janitorial and housekeeping 
services at the D,C. Convention Center. 

5. The aforementioned contract between Defendant and WCCA provided, in relevant 
part, that upon the tmnination of his employment with WCCA. Defendant Aramark would 
employ Plaintiff, among others, in a position comparable to PlaintifT s position while employed 
by WCCA and for a term of no !^s than six months pui^uant to the District of Columbia's 
Privatization and Procurement and Contract Procedures Act 

6. Plaintiff is a Nigerian bom United States citizen who cuitently reside in the 
District of Columbia. 

7. Plaintiff was employed by WCCA as a Building Services Supervisor during the 
period April 2001 through September 30, 2004. 

8. Defendant Aramark employed Plaintiff during the period begimung on/about 
October I, 2004 and ending on/about October 6, 2004. 

IV. FACTS 

9. On/about October I, 2004, Plaintiff began employment with Defendant Aramark. 

10. On/about October 1 . 2004, Defendmit Ai^ark failed and/or refused to provide 
Plaintiff a job comparable to his previous position with WCCA, and instead, required that 
Plaintiff perform manual labor, 

1 1 - During the period on/about October I through on/about October 5. 2004 Plaintiff 
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repeatedly addressed his supervisor at Defendant Aramark with his concerns that his job 
responsibilities were not comparable to the position he held previously with the Convention 
Center. 

12. On/about October 5, 20CM when Plaintiff addressed his supervisor with his 
concerns regarding his job assigmnent, Defendant Aramark's supervisor, Mr. Phil Myers, 
grabbed Plaintiff by his clothing, putting Plaintiff in fear of imminent physical harni, pushed 
Plaintiff causing him to injury his head and called Plaintiff a racially derogatoty name. 

1 3. On/about October 5. 2004 Plaintiff rqported the aforesaid contact with his 
supervisor to Defendant Aramark's on-site General Manager, who declined to discuss the matter 
with Plaintiff. 

14. On/about October 6. 2004 when Plaintiff again complained to Defendant 
Aramark's General Manager regarding the events of October 5, 2004. Defendant Aramark's 
General Manager temiinated his employment. 

15. Defendant Aramark's withheld wages earned by Plaintiff until December 31, 
2004. 

16. Defendant Aramark misconduct outlined above has caused and will cause Plaintiff 
to lose wages and other benefits of employment. 

17. Defendant Aramark misconduct outlined above caused Plaintiff to experience 
emotional distress, pain, suffering, inconvenience, mental anguish, and loss of enjoyment of life. 

1 8. Defendant Aramark misconduct was outrageous, malicious, wanton, reckless and 
in wiU&l disregard of Plaintiffs rights under the law, such as to warrant punitive damages. 
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V. STATEMENT OF CLAIMS 

Cotmt I 

District of Columbia Human Mights Act 

Race Discrimination 

19. Plamtiff incorporates herein the assertions contain^ in paragraphs I through 18. 

20. Defendant Aramark is m "anployer" within the meanir^ of the District of 
Columbia Human Rights Act, D.C. Code § 2-1401.02(10). 

21- Defendant Aramarfc's conduct outlined above constituted unlawful 
discrimination within the meaning of the Disttict of Columbia Human Rt^ts Act. 



race 



District of Columbia Human Rights Act 
Retaliation 

22. Plaintiff incorporates herein the assertions contained in paragraphs 1 through 1 8 
and 20. 

23. Defendant Aramaxk's conduct outlined above constituted unlawful retaliation 
within the meaning of the District of Columbia Human Ri^ts Act. 

Casmtl 

District of Columbia Payment and CoUection of Wages Act 
Failure to Timely Pay Wages Earned Upon Termination 

24. PlaintifFincorporates herein the assertions contained in pamgraphs I through 18. 

25. Defendant Aramark's conduct constituted a withholding of wages earned by and 
owed to Plaintiff in violation of D.C. Code § 32-1303. 

26. Defendant Aramark's conduct waimnts the imposition of the penalty provided by 
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D.C Code §32-1303(4). 



Count 4 
Breach of Contract 



27. Plaintiff incoipomtes herein the assertions contained in paragraphs I through 18. 

28. Plaintiff was an expressed beneficiary of the contract between the Washingtc 



ton 



Convention Center Authority and Defendant Aramark entered into on/about August 6, 2004. 

29. Defendant Aramaik's conduct in failing to provide Plaintiff continued 
employment for six months commencing on/about October 1. 2004 in a comparable position as 
that previously held by Plaintiff while employed with WCCA constituted a breach of the contract 
between WCCA and Defendant Aramark, with respect to which Plaintiff was an expre^ed 
beneficiary. 



Count S 
Assault 



30. Plaintiffincorporateshereintheassertionscontainedinpata^phs i through 18. 

31. Defendant Aramaric is legally responsible for the tortious conduct of its 
supervising employee, Mr. Phi! Myera. 



Count 6 
Battery 



32. Plaimiffincotporates herein the assertions contained in paragraphs 1 through 18. 

33. Defendant Aramark is legally responsible for the tortious conduct of its 
supervising anployec, Mr. Phil Myers. 
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VI. J0RY DEMAND 

34. Plainliffdemand a trial by Jury on ai! counts of this Complaint. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for a judgment against Defendant for all damages 
available under the law, including lost wages and beneats, compensatory, liquidated and punitive 
damages, prejudgment interest, reasonable attorney's fees, costs herein expended, and oth^ relief 
as the Court deems just and proper. 




Michael J, Hoare [D,C. Bar #206979] 
Cynthia A. Duffe [D.C. Bar #488406] 
MICHAEL J. HOARE, P.C. 
1101 14th Street, N.W., Suite 710 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
202.408.7901 
202.408.7903 (Fax) 
Attorney for Plaintiff 



Case 1:05-cv-02250-RMC Document 1-2 Filed 11/18/2005 Page 9 of 9 




SUPERIOR COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CIVIL DIVISION 

SHOLAODDEYALE 

Vs 

ARAMARK FACILITY SERVICES ^'^^ ^°- ^°°^ ^^ °°^°^ • ^ 

INITIAL ORHFH 

whom the «se is assig«d. AfS S TefeS« °£' Sch^^L^rr' "''"u'^^"**" *" "** ^""^^ "> 

Complaint will be dismissed without prejudiirrlSotrsi'^^^^^^^ ""^ "^f «'^'*- *« 

has been extended as provided in SCR Civ 4(m). P'osecution vmless the tmie for servmg the defendant 

must^^p^li^tlXStlllTi^^^^^ °r » ^^'^ °^ '^. -* <i=fe„dant 

^Mtorespond.adefaulfwi,.b/enteril^'^:r^-tL^r^^:^^^^^^^ 

assigSllM^ast^lSlltlSg^^^^^^^^^^ ^^« appear before the 

to establish a schedule for the Se^on ofjn ooeSS ifo.f^^^^^^^ 

evalxm,ion.orarbitrationXounselshaSrcusfwSSS^^ ''^ '"^''■^*'°"' =^« 

agreeable to binding or non-binding arbitration Thk!L-.F^. *^ conference whether the clients are 
receive coucerniiig this Co J™ '' " *"' """' ""^^'^ «"•* P'"^'^ »»«' 'o"-'*! will 

Br J? As^tl^^otl ^^^^^^^^^^ Z 7 P7- counsel, the Quality Review 

succeeding Fridays, Requesfmust be made nouSfSa^b^i^e^l T? °^f ^'^'''' '° ^'*^^ °^^' '^o 
Nootherco„tinuanceof.heconfe.ncewi,lt';^S°e:ceX„^„^:^^^^^^^ 

ChiefJudgeRuftfsG.KingJII 
Case Assigned to: Judge MICHAEL L RANKIN 

^^^^" October 6. 2005 

fnitial Conference: 9:30 am, FridayrJanuary 06, 2006 

'ocation: Courtroom 519 

500 Indiana Avenue N W 

WASHINGTON, DC 20001 



Caio-60.doc 



